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INTRODUCTION 7 procedures (Kurtzer et al. 2008; Pruszynski et al. 2008a; Pruszynski et al. 2010) . In included in the analysis because it yielded no observable signal. In Experiment 3, EMG was 190 recorded only from Biceps. After cleaning the skin, electrodes Delsys, Boston, MA) 191 were placed on the muscle belly parallel to the muscle fibers; the reference electrode was 192 placed on the ankle. EMG signals were amplified (gain = 10 3 -10 4 ), band-pass filtered and then digitized at 1kHz. the t-statistic, degrees-of-freedom and p-value for each comparison.
235
When comparing the population of muscles, we performed a standard linear 236 regression focusing on muscle activation across conditions or between epochs. The 237 populations were deemed significantly different if the resulting linear regression included a 238 slope parameter whose 95% confidence interval did not include the unity line (i.e. a slope of 239 1). A similar correlation was performed using single trial data. In these cases, the correlation 240 was done for each individual muscle across specific conditions and a t-test evaluated 241 whether the resulting correlation coefficients (r) were statistically different from each other. In 242 all cases, the statistical threshold was set at 0.05.
244
Akaike's Information Criterion.
245
In Experiment 2, we used Akaike's Information Criterion (AIC) to determine whether 246 the amount of target-dependent activity in the long-latency epoch was independent of the 247 pre-perturbation background load (i.e. a constant function, see below). AIC is a technique was used, the procedure was restarted 1,000 times from random initial locations in an 257 attempt to locate the global best fit.
258
We compared four models relating muscle activity to background load for each 
278
Although the differences in background load were notable, they did not have a large 279 effect on subject behaviour (Fig. 3) . No subjects showed a significant difference in final hand 
